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The purpose of this study is to examine the issues
surrounding worker participation in decision-making in the
workplace.
The significance of the study lies in the fact that a
new management style which permits workers to be involved in
decision-making is being developed to replace the
traditional methods by which only management made decisions.
This new management style will lead to an overall
improvement in employee morale and productivity.
The major finding is that, despite the issues
surrounding worker participation in management decision¬
making, if properly implemented, worker participation
contributes to the improvement of employee morale, job
satisfaction, motivation, productivity, and the quality of
work-life.
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One of the major problems facing work organizations in
contemporary society is that of employee involvement in
decision-making. Traditionally, workers were not permitted
to participate in the management and control of business
enterprises; this was the prerogative of top management.
However, this pattern of top-down decision making is
gradually being changed. Over the past few years, the
concept of participative management decision-making has
received a great deal of attention both in the literature
and in management development programs.
This increasing interest in participatory management is
perhaps, partly, a response to the Japanese success stories
and partly an outgrowth of several home-grown trends. Then,
there is the growing belief that if democracy is good in
politics, it must also be good in organizations.^
The extremely hostile and turbulent environment
confronting most contemporary organizations has forced
^S. Andrew Carson, "Participatory Management Beefs Up
The Bottom Line," Personnel (July 1985), pp. 45-48.
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American management to question its most basic assumptions
about human resource management. Two major recessions, a
rapid decline in worldwide competitiveness in many basic and
some high technology organizations, reversal of historical
American positive balance of payments in world trade, high-
interest rates, and shaky financial institutions are but a
few of the economic factors which have contributed to a deep
concern with productivity, efficient and effective
management of assets, and product quality. An unprecedented
rate of technological change has required a rapid rate of
change implementation and continual employee training and
development. In addition, employees have become more highly
educated, and have higher expectations both for extrinsic
rewards and for intrinsic satisfiers such as autonomy and
challenge. Taken together, these forces have heightened
concerns regarding employees' relationships to their
companies, their willingness and ability to adapt to a
changed work environment, and their quality of work life.^
The changed work environment is reflected in changes in
the power structure in organizations particularly the
erosion of managerial monopoly over organizational decision-
^Susan Albers Mohrman and Gerald E. Ledford, Jr., "The
Design and Use of Effective Employee Participation Groups:
Implications for Human Resource Management," Human Resource
Management Vol. 24, No. 4 (Winter 1985), pp. 413-28.
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making. This has been a cause of concern to managers who
had hitherto enjoyed the decision-making privileges.^
The purpose of this study, therefore, is to examine the
issues surrounding participative management decision-making.
The study is divided into six parts. Part I covers the
introduction. Part II covers the statement of the problem.
Part III covers the review of literature. Part IV covers
the methodology used. The discussions and analysis are
presented in Part V, while Part VI covers the conclusions
and recommendations.
2"The Politics of Workplace Participation,
Management Vol. 18 (June 1986), pp. 34-37.
Personnel
II STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Over the last ten years, the literature on management
and administration has reflected a growing interest in the
subject of managerial decision-making or industrial
democracy. This has been a controversial subject over the
past years. Behavioral scientists insist that the only key
to employee motivation - especially in the case of
production employees - is to permit them to participate
actively in the problem-solving and decision-making process
in their organizations.
Most managements can readily accept this concept in
theory but realistically have had difficulty putting the
theory into practice basically for two reasons: First,
because many of the participative approaches require a
change in the traditional supervisor-subordinate
relationship and, secondly, because the organization itself
often must undergo modifications or adaptations to varying
degrees from its established systems or methods of
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operation.^ It is very difficult, especially in this latter
instance, to convince management that a new direction is in
the best long-range interests of the organization. As a
result, very few companies operate with a participative
program of any magnitude.
However, in contemporary society, enlightened
organizations are devoting more energy to employee-
involvement strategies. According to these new strategies,
employees have untapped reserves of energy and creativity
that will surface if they are given the opportunity to
express themselves in secure and responsive work
environments. The positive impact of participation on
worker motivation and commitment is expected to improve
product ion, work attitudes. and behavior (for example.
absenteeism and grievances). At the same time, increased
involvement in workplace decision-making will raise
employees' skill and knowledge levels, thus, further
strengthening organizational performance.^ In spite of
these positive impacts of worker participation, there are
several issues associated with the concept.
^H.B. Curtis, Employee Participation in Solving
Production Problems,” The Personnel Administrator (June
1977), pp. 34-49.
^m.H. Schuster and C.S. Miller, "Employee Involvement;
Making Supervisors Believers," Personnel (February 1985),
pp. 24-28.
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This paper, therefore, attempts to examine some
selected issues surrounding participative management
decision making.
III. LITERATURE REVIEW
Evolution of Worker Participation in Decision-Making
The notion that workers should have a share in
decisions which affect the operation of the enterprise was
variously expressed in some of the social doctrines that
emerged in the 19th century. Nevertheless, it was only
towards the end of the First World War that it took a broad
practical shape apart from collective bargaining and the
growth of cooperative enterprises with the establishment of
joint committees and work councils in a number of countries.
As might be expected in Great Britain where the
Industrial Revolution occurred, the history of industrial
democracy is an old one, dating back at least to the 1820s
and 1830s. But "self-governing workshops" (worker
cooperatives) occasioned some interest in the latter half of
the 19th century. The main development of industrial
democracy came through trade unions and the practice they
developed for collective bargaining. The years preceding
World War I were frequently turbulent in the workshops.
Some union activists looked for a new industrial order.
Again in Britain, the home-grown principles of guild
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socialism were preferable. Under guild socialism, control
of industry was to be achieved by the gradual erosion of
managerial authority. Once control had been secured,
industries would be operated by guilds, i.e., industrial
councils of producers. One guild was indeed set up in
competition with private firms in the building industry in
1921. The guild did not last long. This was partly a
result of encountering a sharp economic downturn.^
The rise of the shop-steward movement (worker
representatives) which became powerful between 1914-1918,
reflected the workers' felt need for protection from
changing unpredictable economic conditions and the inability
of many union leaders, to offer any useful protection to
workers. Some shop-stewards, particularly after the Russian
Revolution of October 1917, sought simply to protect their
members' working conditions and to achieve better wages.
Work committees were set up in many establishments, and
often exercised a considerable constraint on managerial
decisions.^
Not all of these wartime movements were conflictual.
The Whitley Committee, set up as part of the planning for
6oi iver Clarke, "Industrial Democracy in Great
Britain," International Studies of Management and
Organization, Vol. XVII, No. 2 (1987), pp. 38-51.
• f■^Ibid p. 39.
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postwar reconstruction and reporting in Britain between 1917
and 1918, recommended the establishment of joint industrial
machinery at national, district, and workplace levels. The
committee did not suggest that management decisions should
be shared or subject to veto, but rather envisaged that
workers' representatives would be consulted about managerial
decisions that affected them. But with the onset of the
economic downturn in the early 1920s, little more was
heard.^
In the United States of America (USA), attempts were
made to establish industrial democracy in the early part of
the 19 th century. Between 1911 and 1917, more than 100
companies introduced employee representation plans.® In
1919, Austria passed legislation on work councils,
Czechoslovakia and West Germany also passed similar
legislation in 1920; and after the October 1917 revolution,
the Soviet Union passed a decree recognizing factory
committees.
Sibid.
®Henry P. Guzda, "Industrial Democracy: Made in the
U.S.A.," Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 107, No. 5 (May 1984),
pp. 26-33.
^Qworkers' Participation in Decisions Within
Undertakings (Geneva: International Labour Office, 1985), p.
3.
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After prospering for some years, the movement for
institutional forms of participation, except collective
bargaining, lost much of its impetus, and the question
dropped into the background for a whole decade. Efforts
were indeed made in some parts of the world to induce
employers to recognize trade unions and negotiate with them,
so that they might share in handling problems of immediate
concern to the workers. Yet, in accordance with the ideas
of the time, those efforts tended in fact to emphasize the
clash of interests between workers and employers rather than
the desirability of associating the workforce in settlement
of the problems raised by industrial operations.^
However, during and after the Second World War, the
subject of workers' participation in decisions within
enterprises rose to prominence once again. That was the
time during which workers' councils or committees were
established or re-established by law or by agreement in
several European countries.
In the past 15 years or so, this renewal of interest in
the institution of workers' participation in decisions in
the work place (apart from collective bargaining) has been
lllbid .
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particularly pronounced in Europe and in some developing
countries.^2
In Western Europe, interest in the subject is reflected
in various ways; for instance, the Commission of the
European Communities has organized research and made
proposals for worker participation in management decision¬
making. To this end, they have set up special committees to
consider various aspects of participation.
In 1983, the European Economic Community (EEC) adopted
an amended proposal for a "Fifth Directive," dealing with
company structure and the powers and obligations of their
decision-making bodies. In view of the diverse systems of
worker participation in member states, the commission has
adopted a flexible approach which provides for four possible
options designed to give equivalent results. Accordingly,
participation is compulsory only for enterprises within the
community employing directly or indirectly more than 1,000
workers. The four options comprise: (a) participation
through workers' representatives on the supervisory or
management boards alongside shareholders' representatives;
(b) workers' participation in the appointment of members of
the supervisory boards through co-optation; (c)
p. 4.
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participation through the creation of a special body at
company level composed exclusively of workers'
representatives and (d) participation negotiated through
collective bargaining.
In the Soviet Union and other planned economy countries
of Eastern Europe, the economic reforms introduced since
1965 have contributed to the development of participation
and to a broadening of the scope of worker agreements.
The federal government in Australia set up in June
1978, a tripartite committee of experts to advise on
participation because it wished workers and employers to
work out their own arrangements regarding worker
participation in decision making. A few months before, the
Congress of the Australian Council of Trade Unions had
adopted a detailed industrial democracy policy. The
committee's work has already led to the publication of a
tripartite statement on participation.^^
The most surprising implementation of industrial
democracy is in Japan. Except for a few isolated
experiments after World War I, democracy had not been
l^Jacques Monant and Hedra Sarfati, eds. Workers'
Participation; A Voice in Decisions, 1981-85, (Geneva:




practiced in Japanese industries. After World War II,
General Douglas MacArthur, the Supreme Commander of Allies
in the Pacific, imposed industrial democracy on Japan. He
stripped the huge industrial trust combine (the Zaibatsu) of
power and abrogated all anti-labor and anti-civil rights
laws by his directive of October 4, 1945.1^
The Japanese management system accepted the new policy
and, subsequently modified it to suit their cultural
environment. The system is based on three principles - (1)
emphasis on the frequent flow of information at all levels
of the enterprise, (2) responsibility of middle managers for
reviewing plans and the implementation of those plans by
their subordinates, and (3) "bottom-up" decision making in
which a low-level manager or a task force of these managers
is assigned the job of developing solutions when problems
are identified. These managers develop their proposal which
they send to successive higher levels of the organization
for suggestions and approvals.
Another aspect of Japanese bottom up management has
been the evolution of worker groups which seek to develop
safer work methods, process improvements and better quality
control known by various names - Quality Circle (QC) groups.
^^Gudza,
32.
"Industrial Democracy: Made in the U.S.A.," p.
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Zero Defect (ZD) groups or "Self Management" (JK-Jishu-
Kauri). The concepts involve tapping the skills and
knowledge of blue collar workers to improve operations,
quality, safety and profitability.^^
Quality Circles in Japan are characterized by company¬
wide participation from top management to the employees.
Participation in decision making is not only limited to the
departments of technology, design or research and
manufacturing, but it is also extended to sales, materials,
clerical or managerial, such as planning, business, and
personnel.
In the United States, observers of the system of
collective bargaining at company and plant levels often
emphasize the degree of participation. In the 1970s, Irving
Bluestone became the principal leader of the Quality of Work
Life (QWL) movement in the auto industry, when he was the
vice president of the United Auto Workers (UAW) and director
of the General Motors (GM) department of the United Auto
l^Stephen E. Marsland and Michael Beer, "Note on
Japanese Management and Employment Systems," Readings In
Human Resource Management. Edited by Michael Beer and Bert
Specter (New York: The Free Press, 1985), pp. 267-268.
^^Sidney P. Rubinstein, "Linking Worker Participation
With Quality and Employment Security," Participative Systems
at Work: Creating Quality and Employment Security. Edited
by Sidney Rubinstein (New York: Human Sciences Press, Inc.,
1987) , pp. 25-67.
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Workers. As a result of Bluestone's ideas, a pioneering
formal joint labor-management commitment in the U.S. came
when GM and the UAW agreed to start their OWL process in
1973. Their collective bargaining agreement that year
provided for a national joint committee to improve QWL.^O
The government is actively encouraging the U.S.
Department of Labor to promote co-operative labor-management
programs, with the aim of improving productivity and the
quality of work life. Several organizations, drawing
examples from GM and UAW, have embarked upon workers'
participation in decision making. For example, Honeywell,
Proctor and Gamble and dozens of other companies have built
new plants designed to minimize the distance between workers
and managers. The plants involve employees in many
decisions and are structured on the basis of work teams.
Johnson and Johnson, Xerox, Ford, and Westinghouse, to
mention only a few, have all publicly committed themselves
to using a more participative approach to organizing and
managing people.In spite of these examples,
participation in the U.S. has since its introduction not
been fully accepted by all organizations. The reason
20lbid., pp. 32-33.
^Ifidward E. Lawler III, High Involvement: Participative
Strategies for Improving Organizational Performance (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1986), p. 2.
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possibly stems from the long existing American culture of
democracy, liberty and individualism.
In developing countries, collective bargaining, usually
at the level of the enterprise or establishment, has in most
cases been developed and improved as the unions have grown
stronger and the workers' level of education has risen.
Decisions have been made requiring workers to be represented
in various ways on management bodies in some African
countries - Algeria, Angola, Benin, the Congo, Egypt, and
Somalia; in Latin America - Peru and Venezuela; in South
Asia - India and Pakistan. This representation of workers
in decision making is mostly in public undertakings. It
often stems from a more or less far-reaching policy of
socialism or "self-management." Moreover, various measures,
mostly legislative, have been taken to establish work
committees or councils in some African countries like
Burundi, Gabon, the Sudan, Mauritania, and Tanzania.
The introduction or development of some institutional
arrangements for participation (particularly workers'
representation on the boards of directors or supervisory
boards of private companies) has generally been opposed in
management circles, and does not have the support of all the
^^Workers' Participation in Decisions Within
Undertakings, p. 5.
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world's trade union movements. However, the above instances
suffice to indicate the extent of the interest presently
taken in the problem of workers' participation in many
countries.
Definition of Participative Decision-Making
It is generally not possible to arrive at a precise
definition of the term "participation" since it is
interpreted differently by people in different countries and
at different times. However, the expression "Participation
of workers in decisions at the enterprise level" or
participative decision-making may mean a mode of
organizational operations in which decisions about
activities are arrived at by the very persons who are to
execute those decisions.
Vroom notes that participation is frequently used to
refer to the degree to which a person takes part in a
discussion or activity. Vroom quotes French who defines
participation as, "a process of joint decision-making by two
^^Aaron Lowin, "Participative Decision-Making: A Model,
Literature, Critique, and Prescriptions for Research,"
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, Vol. 3
(1968), pp. 68-106.
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or more parties in which the decisions have future effects
on those making thera."^^
According to Hespe and Wall, the term 'participation'
refers to the involvement and influence of one group of
individuals in the decision-making processes which are
customarily the prerogative or responsibility of a different
group of individuals.^^ Worker participation in management
decision-making is thus an institutional arrangement which
enables workers to influence decision-making on matters
directly or indirectly related to them or to their place of
work.
The level of participation may be identified according
to the point in the organizational hierarchy at which given
decisions are typically reached. These might be decisions
made at lower management or supervisory levels, middle-
management or departmental levels, or by top management.
These should not be viewed as mutually exclusive categories.
Decisions taken at one level will often have ramifications
with respect to decisions at other levels.
^'^French cited in V.H. Vroom, Some Personality
Determinants of the Effects of Participation (Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1960), p. 9.
^^George Hespe and Tobby Wall, "The Demand for
Participation Among Employees," Human Relations, Vol. 29,
No. 5 (1976), p. 411.
26ibid., p. 413.
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There are various ways by which employees influence
decision-making. There could be 'direct' participation or
participation within the framework of the relationship
between supervisors and their immediate subordinates, or
'indirect' participation, often called "representative"
since it is implemented through elected representatives of
workers who interact with representatives of management
within various institutionalized frameworks.^7
Employee Participation and Motivation
According to Scanlon, the rationale behind a
participative approach to management is to increase the
commitment and motivational level of those who must
contribute to the objectives of the organization.28
Participation is seen by some theorists as a moral
right for employees because of the nature of their
commitment in effort and time within the organization.
Participation is also seen as a means of reducing the
alienation which individuals feel when they are working for
an organization which they do not own. Individuals can be
27Eliezer Rosenstein, Abraham Ofels and Gedaliahu Harel
"Organizational Democracy and Management in Israel,"
International Studies of Management and Organization, Vol.
XVII, No. 2 (1987), pp. 52-68.
28Burt K. Scanlon, "Participation in Perspective," The
Personnel Administrator (October 1976), pp. 15-19.
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thought to have a moral right to participate in decision¬
making of their employing company. It is also thought that
participation in the making of decisions increases the
acceptance of the decisions by those involved in decision¬
making. Thus, participation should increase employee
morale, the quality of decisions and the acceptance of
decisions, and consequently the strengthening of their
commitment to the organization.^9
Long notes that, the proprietary interest held by
employee owners might motivate them to take a greater
interest in organizational policy and possibly in other
decisions.^0
Participation by workers in decision-making is
considered a viable management strategy for the introduction
and acceptance of technological changes. Making reference
to Alutto and Acito, Ivancevich notes that depriving workers
of the opportunity to take part in decision-making about
their work, leads to job dissatisfaction and high levels of
29john W. Dickson, "Top Managers' Beliefs and
Rationales for Participation," Human Relations, Vol. 35, No.
3 (1982 ), pp. 203-217.
3*^Richard J. Long, "Desires for and Patterns of Worker
Participation in Decision Making After Conversion to
Employee Ownership," Academy of Management Journal Vol. 22,
No. 3 (1979), pp. 611-17.
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tension. The effect of this would be the development of
negative attitudes and poor performance.^^
Through the process of participation, employees may be
able to help set work standards, negotiate on working
conditions and influence the reward structure. They would,
therefore, ascribe high valences to the outcomes that are
contingent upon their efforts. More specifically, they
would be better able to choose rewards they value highly.
The greater they value the rewards, the greater the
effort.
According to Vroom, participation in decision-making
has positive effects on attitudes and motivation. He noted
that authoritarians and persons with weak independence needs
are apparently unaffected by opportunities to participate in
making decisions. On the other hand, equalitarians and
those who have strong independence needs develop more
positive attitudes towards their jobs and greater motivation
for effective performance through participation. Vroom
^^J.M. Ivancevich, "An Analysis of Participation in
Decision Making Among Project Engineers," Academy of
Management Journal Vol. 22, No. 2 (1979), pp. 253-69.
Mitchell, "Motivation and Participation: An
Integration," Academy of Management Journal Vol. 16 (1973),
pp. 670-679.
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asserts that there is no evidence of any unfavorable effects
of participation either on attitudes or on motivation.^3
Again, Vroom notes that, since by definition, the self¬
esteem of persons who are ego-involved in their jobs is
directly related to their evaluation of their level of
performance, it seems reasonable to predict that on the
average they would tend to be more highly motivated to
perform effectively on their jobs than persons who are not
ego-involved. Such motivation might be expected to be
translated into effective job performance in the absence of
barriers preventing the worker from attaining the desired
level of performance.^^
Employee Participation, Job Satisfaction, and Productivity
Harrison, writing about communication and participative
decision-making, stated that theorists like McGregor and
Sales, have suggested that participative decision-making is
valuable to subordinates and managers for a number of
different reasons. In the instances of subordinates, the
ability to participate in decision-making may fulfill ego
needs for achievement, power, autonomy, and self-
23vroom, Some Personality Determinants of the Effects
of Participation, p. 60.
34v.H. Vroom, "Ego-Involvement, Job Satisfaction, and
Job Performance," Personnel Psychology Vol. 15 (1962), pp.
159-177.
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realization. Additionally, allowing workers to participate
in decision-making provides financial incentives associated
with increased production and further, provides a sense of
improved organizational functioning. For managers, the
implementation of participation may lead to desirable
changes in the behavior and attitudes of their subordinates;
the commitment of subordinates to organizational policies,
procedures and changes and the level of subordinates'
satisfaction with aspects of organizational life.^^
Participating groups are created in the belief that
they will positively impact organizational performance and
employee satisfaction by giving employees the chance to
participate in problem-solving and decision making. Both
the organization and the employees are expected to benefit
from the implementation of solutions to problems. In
addition, increased organizational involvement and
participation may themselves be solutions to employee
motivation problems. Employees may develop new skills,
become better informed about the company, and receive
increased recognition. Supervisors also may develop new
^^T.M. Harrison, "Communication and Participative
Decision Making: An Exploratory Study," Personnel Psychology
Vol. 39 (1985), pp. 93-116.
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skills and learn a more participative style of dealing with
employees.
Carson notes that participatory management is advocated
to provide management with new ideas based on employees'
practical experiences, and for the purposes of improving
productivity and profits.^7 Long noted that, employee
participation in decisions has been advocated on the basis
that it will enhance worker satisfaction and motivation,
thereby increasing productivity and also that it will
promote industrial democracy.
Ahmed and Kendrith, in reference to Vroom, note
that participation in decision-making would have a
more positive effect on the attitudes (or
satisfaction) and performance (or effectiveness)
of subordinates with strong rather than weak
independence needs and a less positive effect on
authoritarians than equalitarians.
^^Mohrman and Ledford, "The Design and Use of Effective
Employee Participation Groups: Implications for Human
Resource Management," pp. 413-428.
^7s.a. Carson, "Participatory Management Beefs Up the
Bottom Line," Personnel (July 1985), pp. 45-48.
^^Long, "Desires for and Patterns of Worker
Participation in Decision Making After Conversion to
Employee Ownership," pp. 611-617.
^^Ahmed A. Abdel-halm and K.M. Rov/land, "Some
Personality Determinants of the Effects of Participation: A
Further Investigation," Personnel Psychology Vol. 29 (1976),
pp. 41-55.
25
Participative Decision-Making and Democracy
Child quotes Pateman,
that when people are afforded opportunities of
participation in institutional decision-making,
they will develop a sense of being effective
contributors to the democratic process in society
as a whole. The participation individuals have in
the authority structures of institutions with
which they interact becomes, in this view, a
learning process through which they experience the
benefits of democratic opportunities at first
hand, and hence come to value them. The extension
of opportunities for participation in institutions
with which individuals have direct contact thus
promotes the stability of a democratic political
system by generating commitment to it and a
tolerance for the vicissitudes and frustrations
involved in its workings. In this way, opportuni¬
ties for participation assist in the preservation
of volunteeristic social cohesion and reduce the
dangers of a resort to totalitarianism'^^
Scanlon asserts that, at the managerial levels in
particular, participation can improve the quality of
decisions being made. This according to him, is true. for
participation results in the kind of interchanges where new
problems which are hindering accomplishments within the
organization are identified and confronted. When people
participate, there is a more thorough analysis of the true
facts which surround a particular situation; both the
development and analysis of alternatives is improved when
more than just one person is involved. Finally, decisions
^*^Pateman cited in John Child, "Participation,
Organization, and Social Cohesion," Human Relations Vol. 29
(November 5, 1976), pp. 429-451.
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require implementation and there usually are problems which
will surround the implementation of the decision. These
potential problems can be identified ahead of time and
provisions made for handling them if and when they do arise.
To insure successful implementation, it is likely that the
factors which can spell success or failure will be
identified and solutions developed to overcome them.^^
Problems of Participative Decision-Making
According to Dickson, the rationale for participation
can be given in terms of the negative outcomes from
participation. These, according to him, are rationales for
ascribing a low value to participation. It is possible to
consider that the manager, by virtue of his training and
education, possesses expertise which should not be blocked
or diluted by employee representatives who lack these
qualifications. Referring to Strauss and Presentein,
Dickson notes that in Israel and France, managerial
resistance to worker participation in decision-making has
inhibited managerial actions and made participation less
effective. Thus, the belief that management will be
inhibited by participation, whether founded or unfounded,
could lead to less effective participation. A further
^^Scanlon, "Participation in Perspective, fl pp. 15-19.
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negative aspect of participation is that the chosen employee
or worker representative is unqualified to represent his
constituents' interests in a participative forum. It could
also be considered that the employee representative will
become divorced from his constituents and be unable to
represent their interests. In such a situation, employee
morale suffers, productivity plummets with organizational
objectives unrealized; leading eventually to organizational
entropy. Simultaneously in a situation where non-meaningful
participation is permitted, organizations face similar
consequences.
The major cost to an organization of participation is
the time which is required for meetings. These take various
forms. They can be organization-wide meetings where the top
person makes major policy announcements or gives regular
reports on performance; briefing groups and other systems of
cascading information down from the top, with each briefing
manager adding information of special relevance to his or
her own group; daily meetings of work groups with their
supervisor to discuss yesterday's problems/solutions and
today's plans; quality circles and other problem-solving
groups within a department; and task groups set up across an
^^Dickson, "Top Managers' Beliefs and Rationale for
Participation," pp. 203-217.
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organization. Those not committed to the process see these
meetings as a cost without any benefit and claim them to be
short of items to discuss.
Whether it is a manager and a single subordinate
interacting in a participative climate or a group of
managers working together, participation takes time; it can
lead to conflict and antagonism between those who must work
together to achieve results. Again, once people taste
participation, they may get the idea that they should be
involved in everything and get an over-inflated idea about
how big a role they play on an across-the-board basis. They
become more demanding about their opinions and eventually,
maybe, their "rights." Problems develop in terms of
straightening out real roles.
37.
43''The Politics of Work Place Participation," pp. 34-
^'^Scanlon, "Participation in Perspective," pp. 15-19.
IV. ANALYTICAL APPROACH
(Methodology)
The research methodology used in this study is
descriptive analysis. Descriptive analysis describes and
interprets issues. It is primarily concerned with
conditions that exist, as well as beliefs, views and
attitudes that are held.
Descriptive analysis has the advantage of evaluating
the practices that prevail, the effects that are being felt
and the trends that are developing. Descriptive analysis is
also used to identify goals and objectives and the ways in
which they may be reached. Descriptive analysis involves
more than fact-gathering and tabulation. It deals with the
analysis and interpretation of the data which have been
collected for a specific purpose and for the understanding
and solution of important problems.
The data used by the writer are from secondary sources,
consisting of books and periodicals.
^^Martin Bulraer, Sociological Research Methods; An
Introduction (London: MacMillan Press, Ltd., 1977), p. 3.
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V. ANALYSIS
Theorists have identified many issues surrounding
participation in decision making. Essentially, the issues
analyzed by the writer are: (a) the history of employee
participation; (b) Employee participation and motivation;
(c) employee participation and democracy; (e) employee
participation and resistance to change; and (f) employee
participation and power.
History of Employee Participation
Worker participation in decision making or industrial
democracy is not a new concept. Its origins can be traced
to the early 19th century, especially in Great Britain when
intellectuals and politicians began to question conditions
in the factories. Since the late 1970s, there has been
extensive debate on the subject in Western Europe and has
received impetus through the Directives and Statutes of the
European Economic Community (EEC) which urged the various
countries to reach some form of agreement in the general
pattern of worker participation. Whether the issue is
regarded as political, moral, or ideological, there is a
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strong climate of opinion from all member countries of the
EEC in favor of an increase in employee influence over
organizational decision-making structures. This concern is
reflected in legislation both at respective national levels
and within the EEC.
In spite of its potential advantages, there are many
people in European Management, who claim that the advocates
of industrial democracy or worker participation will only
succeed in destroying the very system that they seek to
preserve by making it economically unmanageable. This,
according to them, is due to a considerable increase in
labor costs.
The acceptance spread, and successes of worker
participation in Japan are reflected in the way workers
traditionally place loyalty to the organization ahead of
their families.
In the U.S., even though many organizations have
committed themselves to worker participation, its acceptance
has been generally very slow. This is partly due to the
fact that the terms "industrial democracy" or "worker
participation" suggest socialism or 'communism' to many
Americans.
The American culture of democracy, liberty, and
individualism is widely cherished by the population. Again,
democratic, individualistic and participative concerns have
seemed to be incompatible with efficient profitable
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management in the U.S. Thus, worker participation in the
U.S. is essentially seen to be voluntary. In the Soviet
Union and other planned economies of Eastern Europe and in
some developing countries, the spread of worker
participation is based on political ideologies of these
countries.
The concept which slowly began in the industrialized
countries has now assumed world wide dimensions. Even
though the concept has problems, its potential advantages
will hasten its spread and acceptance by all countries.
Employee Participation and Motivation
Motivation is the outcome of people's beliefs about the
consequences of their actions. People are motivated to
perform a task when they perceive that the consequences of
the action are favorable to themselves.
The work of Maslow and other behavioral scientists
indicate that individuals have multiple needs, some of which
can be satisfied by such extrinsic rewards as wages,
promotion, recognition from the boss and other people, and
security. They also emphasize that individuals have
intrinsic needs, for such things as personal growth and the
need for accomplishment which can be met by internal
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rewards, such as feelings of personal growth, accomplishment
and self-fulfillment.^®
Vroom noted that people act to achieve goals. But
whether they will act at all depends on whether they believe
their behavior will help them to achieve their goals. He,
therefore, notes that a person's motivation depends on his
or her expectation that a particular behavior will result in
a desired outcome; and the value the person attaches to that
outcome
This is consistent with a study by Lawler who noted
that unless individuals perceive that the behavior or
performance leads to a valued reward, they will not be
motivated to perform. Thus, an organization may tie a
number of positive rewards to a particular level of
performance, and still find that individuals are not
motivated to perform at that level; simply because they do
not perceive they can achieve that level of performance.^®
Participation in decisions by workers can affect
motivation, however, it is not a straightforward
^®R.L. Mathis and J.H. Jackson, Personnel; Human
Resource Management (St. Paul: West Publishing Co., 1985),
p. 61.
‘^^Vroom, "Ego-Involvement, Job Satisfaction and Job
Performance," pp. 159-177.
'^^Lawler, High-Involvement; Participative Strategies
for Improving Organizational Performance, p. 29.
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relationship. It depends on people's needs for control,
competence, achievement, self-fulfillment, and personal
growth. It is these needs that are satisfied by
participation.
Lawler notes that the most direct relationship between
motivation and participation occurs when workers participate
in setting goals and commit themselves to achieve them.
According to him, when workers participate in setting goals
and get information about their performance, two things
happen. First, they set goals that are perceived by them to
be achievable. Second, their sense of self-esteem and
competence become tied to achieving the goals and,
therefore, they are highly motivated to achieve them. He,
therefore, concludes that participation in decision-making
has the effect of stimulating or creating connection between
a particular level of performance and the reception of
intrinsic rewards.
Participation in decision-making can have an impact on
motivation with respect to job design. When people are
given tasks and are involved in making a decision about how
to perform the tasks, they are intrinsically motivated to
49lbid.
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perform well because this satisfies their need for
competence and self-esteem.
Lowin agrees that if participation in decision-making
by subordinates is more frequent and more constructive and
respected by management, participation in decisions by
workers will serve as motivation and improve the quality of
future decisions. He noted that if participation is
allowed, even a recalcitrant individual will be under
pressure to accede to the goals which have been developed
and accepted by the operating unit. The operations are
performed effectively because they are well understood. In
many cases, more effective means of turning out the work are
arrived at because those who are charged to do the job can
contribute their ideas and experiences to the design of the
task.
However, Lowin notes that if employees' suggestions are
considered inferior and seldom adopted, motivation to
participate in decision-making is reduced and the
subordinates will be contented to fulfill only the expected
minimal demands of their positions.
SOlbid., p. 31.
^^Lowin, "Participative Decision-Making; A Model,




Vroom notes that, since by definition, the self-esteem
of persons who are ego-involved in their jobs is directly
related to their evaluation of their level of performance,
it seems reasonable to predict that on the average they
would be more highly motivated to perform effectively on
their jobs than persons who are not ego-involved. Such
motivation might be expected to be translated into job
performance in the absence of barriers preventing the worker
from attaining the desired level of performance.
Again, Vroom notes that if a decision has been jointly
made by members of a work group, they may exert pressure on
one another to carry it out effectively. Successful
execution of the group decision by any worker becomes
instrumental to his/her acceptance by other group members.
He, therefore, accepts correlational evidence indicating
that higher levels of influence by workers in making
decisions which they are to carry out results in higher
productivity than lower levels of influence. He, however,
suggests that under some conditions, higher productivity may
be achieved with the use of more autocratic methods.
^^Vroom, "Ego-Involvement, Job Satisfaction, and Job
Performance," pp. 159-177.
54v.H. Vroom, Work and Motivation (New York: John
1964), p. 226.Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
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Participation and Job Satisfaction
Different views have been stated regarding employee
involvement in decision making and job satisfaction. It is
held that decision-making deprivation conditions produce
negative job attitudes. This lowers the morale of the
worker resulting in inefficiency and poor performance.
In a study on "Overcoming Resistance to Change," Coch
and French draw support for this view, i.e., decision-making
deprivation leads to job dissatisfaction and high levels of
tension; consequently reducing the workers' level of
product ion.However, advocates of participation argue
that workers' participation in decisions affecting their
lives and careers satisfies legitimate human needs,
recognizes the role and dignity of labor, capitalizes on
their experiences, tends to relax tension and commits them
more fully to the future of the enterprise. It is,
therefore, claimed that it automatically leads to efficiency
and harmony in the running or operation of the enterprise.
As noted in the literature, Harrison in line with this
notion and drawing from the experiences of other theorists,
accepts that participation is important to subordinates and
managers for a number of different reasons. For
Coch and French, J.R.P., Jr. "Overcoming
Resistance to Change," Human Relations Vol. 1 (1948), pp.
512-532.
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subordinates, the ability to participate in decision-making
may fulfill ego needs for achievement, power, autonomy, and
self-realization; provide financial incentives associated
with increased production and provide a sense of increased
organizational functioning. For managers, the
implementation of participation may lead to desirable
changes in the behavior and attitudes of their subordinates;
the commitment of subordinates to organizational policies,
procedures and changes and the level of subordinates'
satisfaction with aspects of organizational life.^^
Dewitt emphasizes the importance of worker
participation in organizational decision-making. He notes
that a feeling of control over the work process is a
critical part of job satisfaction. According to him, a 15
year longitudinal study on aging and longevity in America
concludes that job satisfaction is a most important factor
influencing the life span of the individuals. Job
satisfaction, according to him, outranks genetic
inheritance, social class, eating, drinking or smoking
habits and the style of living and longevity of American
workers. It is, therefore, critical not only to the mental
^^Harrison, "Communication and Participative Decision
Making: An Explorative Study," p. 94
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disposition but also to the physical health of
individuals.
In his discussion of the value of worker participation,
Lawler notes that when people have needs for control,
participation, self-esteem, and self-fulfillment, then the
opportunity to participate in decisions and control their
own work, leads to higher levels of satisfaction.^^
Clearly, satisfaction is related to one type of work
behavior - the willingness of individuals to continue as
employees of an organization and show up for work on a
regular basis. For when people have satisfying
relationships with the organizations they work for, they
perceive it is to their advantage to continue to be members
of the organization. The evidence then suggests that the
absence of participation can be a serious cause of
dissatisfaction and that organizations that do not provide
these opportunities may find themselves with high rates of
absenteeism and rapid turnover.
^^Sherri Dewitt, Worker Participation and the Crisis of
Liberal Democracy (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, Inc.,
19 80 ) , pp. 62-63.
^^Lawler, High-Involvement: Participative Strategies
for Improving Organizational Performance, pp. 32-33.
^^Ibid.
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Employee Participation and Time
Participative decision making is seen by some critics
as a wasteful strategy in an organization. The contention
is that/ the long periods of sitting and discussing issues,
whether useful or not, could be utilized to increase
production. These critics contend that workforce
participation can slow down crucial decision-making and can
even lead to excessive paper work and endless wasteful
meetings. For instance, if redundancy is seen as the only
solution to an organizational problem, direct participation
makes it extremely difficult even in organizations which
have effectively practiced it.
In regard to meetings, they can be organization-wide,
where the top person makes major policy announcements or
gives regular reports on performance; briefing groups and
others systems of cascading information down from the top
with each briefing manager adding information of special
relevance to his or her own group; daily meetings of work
groups with their supervisor to discuss yesterday's
problems/solutions with their today's plans, quality circles
and other problem-solving groups within a department; and
task groups set up across an organization. Those not
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committed to the process see these meetings as a cost
without benefit.
Kanter notes that participation by teams and other
forms of involvement in decisions are time consuming.
Members or workers may not feel that the extra time they
must invest in meetings and in keeping themselves informed
is worth the effort, particularly if they feel inadequately
paid for the extra time.^^
On the other hand, there are those who contend that
attendance at meetings where workers can take part in
decisions about organizational problems cannot be considered
wasteful and time consuming. If it is a system that invites
the involvement of all employees in managing the company's
affairs, every employee can and will suggest better ways of
doing the job and would improve the quality of decisions
being made. Especially, if this results in extrinsic
rewards like periodic cash bonuses whenever predetermined
levels of productivity, quality, and profit are exceeded.
In Japan, for instance, each group of blue collar
workers meet after regular work hours to discuss matters
®^"The Politics of Workplace Participation," Personnel
Management (June 1986), p. 35.
^^Rosabeth Moss Kanter, "The Dilemmas of Managing
Participation," Readings in Human Resource Management.
Edited by Michael Beer and Bert Spector, (New York: The
Free Press, 1985), pp. 205-206.
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related to their current project. The group can call on
white collar staff for help but is responsible for
investigating, documenting, and presenting its own proposal.
Proposals deemed feasible by management are implemented and
token cash prizes are awarded for the best proposals.
This has been a contributing factor towards increased
productivity and quality of the Japanese product.
In 1974, Motorola, a corporation in the U.S., sold its
Franklin Park facility to a Japanese manufacturer. At the
time, for every 100 sets that rolled off the line, there
were 150 defects. After 10 years, with new owners and a
more participative management style, productivity has
doubled and defects have been reduced to two defects out of
every 100 units produced. Employees attributed the changes
in the quality of production to their interest in
participating in decisions that affect their jobs. At the
Franklin Park facility, employees work in small groups to
solve production problems, to improve quality and increase
customer satisfaction. Progress against targets is
monitored closely for each group. All employees attend a
monthly information sharing meeting where the results, major
problems, and business outlook are discussed. Data are
^^Lawler, Hiqh-Involvement; Participative Strategies
For Improving Organizational Performance, p. 20.
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presented and analyzed to reward good performance and
identify additional areas for further effort. Bonuses are
determined on the basis of how well the group has met its
target. Bonuses are paid to the group which has met its
target, or the group is told why a bonus was not paid.^^
Participation and Democracy
Allowing people to be involved in decision making is
assumed to ensure that democratic procedures will prevail.
When people participate in making decisions, they become
committed and accept the decisions to which they themselves
have contributed. Child quotes Pateman in support of this
proposition, i.e., when people are given opportunities to
take part in institutional decision-making, they develop a
sense of being effective contributors to the democratic
process in society as a whole. According to him, the
individuals within the authority structures of
participation, come to experience the benefits of democratic
opportunities and hence come to value them, This promotes
the stability of a democratic political system by generating
commitment to it and tolerance for the frustrations involved
with its workings.
63will iam J. Weisz, "Employee Involvement: How It
Works At Motorola," Personnel (February 1985), pp. 29-33,
®^Child, "Participation, Organization and Social
Cohesion," p. 430.
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However, others hold the view that participation in
decision-making is undemocratic due to the existence of
inequalities in terms of contributions by individuals at
meetings. The contention is that people in higher authority
within the organization tend to dominate discussions of
issues. Again, at meetings, people with adequate knowledge
and information are always in position to influence
decisions. They, therefore, assert that, the existence of
inequalities tends to frustrate the less informed group
members who are unable to make useful contributions. These
less informed individuals usually respond by failing to
attend meetings.
Though some may not make contributions and may not even
understand what is being discussed, there would be a general
feeling by these individuals of belonging to the group since
they have been allowed to participate in discussions with
knowledgeable people as well as those in higher authority in
the enterprise.
Participation and Resistance to Change
The success of employee involvement in decision-making
depends on the degree to which managers and supervisors are
committed to making it work. The various forms of workplace
employee involvement require the full commitment of top
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management. Top management's efforts can be undermined by
middle level managers and especially, first-time supervisors
who are traditionally in the most stressful roles and who
feel threatened by participative initiatives. Middle level
managers and supervisors have been put into jobs without
adequate management and communication skills, not to mention
knowledge of worker participation in decision-making.
Middle level managers and supervisors, have feelings of
insecurity and threats to their jobs. They, therefore, are
likely to resist change in work structures and subordinate-
superior relationships.
As noted by Schuster and Miller, a supervisor managing
a participative decision making program needs to have
several qualities among which are egalitarian values,
reciprocity in dealing with subordinates, willingness to
admit errors to workers and maintenance of access to
information. However, these important attributes do not
suddenly appear by demand from top management. In fact, the
introduction of participation in decision-making may produce
the opposite result - supervisory intransigence. The
supervisor may feel that he/she has been put in a vulnerable
position, i.e., one that reveals his/her weaknesses to
higher management. A supervisor or a middle level manager
may express the feeling of having lost traditional prestige
46
and power through passive non-support or even subtle
sabotage of the program.
Middle management and supervisors do not want to give
up control and do not believe that participation in decision
making is a legitimate way to supervise. Again, supervisors
believe that workers are indifferent to organizational
performance. Such supervisors fear that participation in
decision-making will only lead to unproductive complaint
sessions.
Another possible reason for resistance to change is
that supervisors have long been exposed to authoritarian
rule. To start managing people in an entirely new way is
certainly going to create problems, especially in view of
the fact that they lack the skills and training to handle
such a change.
Often, organizations find that change is difficult
because it is not embraced by employees. Nonetheless,
participation in decision-making represents a potential
strategy to overcome resistance. Lawler notes that when
people participate in designing change and they decide that
it is desirable, their intrinsic rewards and sense of self-
^^Schuster and Miller, "Employee Involvement: Making
Supervisors Believers," p. 24.
66ibid.
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esteem become tied to the successful implementation of that
change. As a result, they are motivated to see that the
change is successfully implemented. Secondly, when people
participate, they structure the change in a manner desirable
to themselves; thus. the perceived consequences of the
change on their work-day lives is positive. The third
process is related to communication , which. according to
Lawler can aid acceptance by producing better understanding
of the change. In Lawler's view, communication often comes
as an important issue, because in many cases people imagine
that the change will have more negative impact on them than
it is likely to. This often happens when a new piece of
equipment is installed. If people are not involved in the
making of the decision, they see it as a threat to their job
security, even though it may, in fact, improve their
performance.
In the absence of participation, people often do not
desire certain features of the change or do not understand
the reasons for the change and, as a result, perceive it as
a negative event, when this is not the case. For instance,
the Interlake Corporation, based in Chicago, began
experiencing significant decline in income and sales in
^'^Lawler, High-Involvement t Participative Strategies
For Improving Organizational Performance, pp. 33-34.
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1972; by 1982, it was on the verge of a shut-down. A
commitment was made to implement a labor-management
participation team (LMPT) designed not only to save the
plant but also make it a better place to work. A policy
committee, an advisory committee and subcommittees were set
up which included employees of all levels. However, special
emphasis was placed on the inclusion of foremen and middle-
managers, who were given orientation on a one-to-one basis
to ensure their understanding and acceptance of the program
since they are the ones likely to resist the change. By
1982, the system had not only led to a change in morale, but
improvement in performance. In that same year, the plant
broke even by operating at a 90-95 percent capacity. Today,
the plant is able to break even by operating at
approximately 75 percent capacity with some modest
profits.
Participation and Power
Scanlon, in arguing about the reasons why managers show
little or no interest in participation, notes that the
manager, by virtue of his training and education, possesses
^^Gerald J. Shope, "Participative Systems at Work: The
Interlake Experience," Participative Systems at Work:
Creating Quality and Employment Security. Edited by Sidney
P. Rubinstein (New York: Human Sciences Press, Inc., 1987),
pp. 73-85.
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expertise which should not be challenged or diluted by
employee representatives who lack skills and who have lesser
qualifications. He cites examples from France and Israel
where managerial resistance or action has made worker
participation in decisions less effective.
Participation in decisions is unlikely to be effective
unless top management demonstrates by its own attitude that
it believes in it. Perhaps, the most important factor which
determines whether participation will be successful or not
is the degree of management's commitment.
Scanlon, therefore, suggests that top management must
be committed to a participative management style. When this
is done, it is then necessary to develop both competence and
commitment throughout the organization. Training courses,
according to him should be organized where both managers and
the managed will have the opportunity together to undertake
tasks to solve problems.
On the other hand, once people experience participation
in decision-making, they may get the impression that they
should be involved in everything and get an over-inflated
idea about how big a role they play on and across-the-board.
They become more demanding about their opinions and their
"rights." In view of this, problems develop in terms of
^^scanlon, "Participation in Perspective," pp. 15-19.
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straightening out real roles. Antagonism may be directed
against the manager and/or the organization which may lead
to negative consequences for the organization.^^
While this is true, it is unlikely that participation
in decisions should be allowed at all levels of the decision
making process. There are such decisions as forecasting and
financing which are technical and, therefore, demand
expertise to handle them. It will be inappropriate if
individuals without adequate knowledge are allowed to
participate in decisions related to such matters.
Management should, as a matter of importance, determine or
define such technical areas as its prerogatives.




The focus of worker participation in decision making is
to increase the morale, job satisfaction, and motivation of
workers. These will result in improving the quality of work
life and productivity.
Corporations in the U.S. such as Johnson and Johnson,
Interlake, Honeywell, Motorola, and Japanese companies which
have instituted worker participation in decisions give
evidence of its major successes and the advantages of the
program.
However, there are many issues associated with worker
participation in decision-making. These include resistance
to change by middle managers, time, and lack of commitment
by top management. In spite of these issues, the concept of
worker participation in decision-making has become a global
issue due to its advantages. These advantages will
certainly facilitate the acceptance and implementation of
the concept by all countries.
To ensure successful implementation, therefore, the
following measures are suggested to organizations which have
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instituted participative decision-making programs or plan to
institute them.
Recommendations:
(1) Top management should promote commitment to the
program. The most important factor which
determines whether participation will be
successful or not is the degree of management
commitment.
(2) Management should ensure free flow of information
up, down and across the organization with the
willingness to listen, evaluate the information
and pay recognition to the source of the
information.
(3) Middle managers and supervisors must be oriented
to the process of participatory decision-making
and should be given adequate training to accept
the enlarged role of the workers.
(4) At meetings, top management should consider the
views of all classes of workers participating in
the meeting.
(5) Decisions that require technical/specialized
knowledge should be limited to those who have it.
(6) Agenda for meetings should be circulated to all
participants in advance of the meetings in order
that they may be prepared in advance of the
meeting to engage in meaningful participation.
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